Over the last several years, there has been a resurgence of interest in children's social adjustment, particularly as this adjustment is defined by the child's peer group (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Hartup, 1975 Hartup, , 1979 . The recent revival of interest in sociometric data has been triggered by a more general interest in children's social cognition (Shantz, 1975) , and by a growing body of evidence that peers are an important source of data for predicting a child's future adjustment (Cowen, Pederson, Babigian, Izzo, & Trost, 1973; Kohlberg, Lacrosse, & Ricks, 1972; Roff, Sells, &,Golden, 1972) . The 1940s and 1950s were periods of extensive study of children's peer relationships. The sociometric interview provided most of the data for these studies, and in the period between Moreno's (1943) original work and Gronlund's (1959) summary of sociometric research, many of the major questions of children's social choices were explored. Sociometric data are now used to select children for preventive intervention programs (e.g., Oden & Asher, 1977) .
In spite of its lengthy history, the literature on sociometric choices has had a number of serious shortcomings. One problem in this literature has been the inconsistency with which popularity or acceptance among peers is operationally defined/Sometimes it is defined simply by social acceptance (the number of peer nominations to the question, "Whom do you like most?") and sometimes the acceptance score is combined with a measure of social rejection (defined by many nominations to the question, "Whom do you like least?"). Since these two dimensionsacceptance and rejection-are only slightly negatively correlated, the kinds of social status distinctions that can be drawn from sociometric data vary greatly depending on whether acceptance and rejection scores are used together to define types of status or whether acceptance alone is used as the index of status. For example, when negative status is defined solely in terms of the small number of liking nominations received from peers, the result is a confounding of two types of negative status that can be seen when the combined use of acceptance and rejection scores is undertaken (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Gronlund & Anderson, 1957; Northway, 1944) . Under this latter condition a distinction must be made at the negative status end of the acceptance dimension between children who are liked Wy their peers and children who are simply not nominated by their peers as liked or dishkedi. 1'he latter children are sometimes referred to as isolates and sometimes as neglected children. Recently, Gottman (1977) and Hymel and Asher (1977) have demonstrated that both positive and negative nominations must be used to avoid confounding rejected and neglected 1 status groups. A further confounding occurs at the positive status end of the acceptance dimension when only positive nomination questions are used. Children who have high liking scores 5w~3isliking scores have been called popularyby most researchers (e.g., DunmBgtCn"71957). A second group, those children who receive high liking scores and high disliking scores, has been ignored by most researchers. Roff et al. (1972) suggested that these children behave in ways different from popular children. We prpposgTo calTthis highly nominated gr< know of no systematic resejirch that KaTbeen conducted with this group of children.
The omission of negative sociometric nominations from past research was often made on ethical grounds by investigators who were reluctant to have children make what are thought to be pejorative decisions about their peers. Hymel and Asher (1977) suggested, however, that children react to such questions easily and in matter-of-fact ways when they are presented properly. We concur. Peery (1979) recently demonstrated the importance of using both positive and negative dimensions in predicting preschoolers' social comprehension skills. One question unanswered by previous research concerns the ways in which peers perceive these different groups of children. The present research focuses on this question.
A second major problem with the literature on sociometric choices has been the lack of studies of the developmental changes in the bases for sociometric choices. Are the reasons for choosing a peer as liked or disliked the same among third graders and among eighth graders? Over 20 years ago Gronlund (1959) observed that variations in sociometric questionnaire items across studies made it difficult to compare the reputational correlates of positive and negative peer status at different age levels. The two studies reported here represent a systematic attempt to determine the developmental changes (if any) in the kinds of behavior peers observe among children at different ends of the sociometric status dimension. Dunnington (1957) and Peery (1979) have suggested that peer nomination scores that indicate a child's like or dislike for a peer can be combined to create two new di- ' Peery (1979) has made this same distinction with the introduction of a social impact dimension but distinguishes between amiable and isolated children at the low end of this social impact scale. His isolated group corresponds to our neglected group, since we add the classificatory refinement of insisting that the neglected group include only those who receive no positive nominations. We have followed Northway (1944) and Gronlund and Anderson (1957) in using the term neglected to refer to such children rather than the term isolated. As Asher and Hymel (1981) pointed out, the term isolated is often used to refer to children at the low end of a social acceptance scale based only on a positive nomination item. Gottman (1977) noted the dual use of the term isolated to refer to those who are observed to physically withdraw from others and to refer to those identified sociometrically, Thus, we attempt to avoid these confusions with the term neglected. 2 The distinctions among popular, controversial, rejected, and isolated children are not merely a function of using a peer nomination method and two questions ("Who is liked most?" and "Who is liked least?"). Three of our groups could be derived by using a peer rating method and a positive-to-negative scale. Those children usually receiving positive ratings would be called popular. Those children usually receiving negative ratings would be called rejected. Those children usually receiving ratings near the mean of the scale might prove to be either average or neglected. Those children receiving a high variance in ratings (several ratings at each extreme) would be called controversial. The nomination method has an advantage over the rating method in distinguishing between average and neglected children. The inclusion of a positive nomination item with a rating scale (cf. Green, Forehand, Beck, & Vosk, 1980) would permit the differentiation of these latter two groups. mensions of sociometric status. The sum of a child's liking score plus his or her disliking score yields a new score that Peery called "social impact." A child's liking score minus his or her disliking score yields a score that Peery called "social preference." The goal of the first experiment was to identify the sets of behavioral descriptions most closely associated with these two social status dimensions in the minds of the child peer group and to determine whether these correlates change across age levels.
Experiment 1

Overview
The set of behavior descriptions for which children nominated their classmates was similar to items used in the Bower Class Play (Bower, 1960) . The 24 items used in the present study were selected from items found elsewhere in the sociometric literature. Items that have been known to predict positive or negative status at any age level were selected for this study. Unlike the Bower Class Play, the items in the present study were written in behavioral terms so that children could match a peer to a behavioral description with a minimum of inference. For example, one item, called "starts rights," was written as follows: "This person starts fights. He or she says mean things to other kids and pushes them and hits them." The only exceptions to the use of behavioral descriptions were two items that asked a child to nominate peers who were physically attractive or unattractive (e.g., "Who are the best looking boys and best looking girls?"). These items were included because of recent findings that attractiveness is a strong correlate of liking (Kleck, Richardson, & Ronald, 1974; Langlois & Stephen, 1977) .
In the first study, children at three age levels (third, fifth, and eighth grades) were administered a sociometric nomination interview. In the interview, "like most" and "like least" nominations were solicited, so that social impact and social preference scores could be derived. Following these two questions, subjects were asked to nominate three peers who best fit each of 24 behavioral descriptions. Scores were calculated as the sum of all nominations received in a particular category and then were standardized within a grade level, so that cross-grade comparisons could be made independently of the size of classes. In a series of multiple regression analyses, standardized nomination scores on the 24 behavioral descriptions were used as predictor variables, and social impact and social preference scores were used as criterion variables. These analyses were conducted separately for each age level so that cross-grade comparisons of the correlates of the sociometric dimensions could be made.
Method
Subjects. All of the children in the third and fifth grades of a Durham County, North Carolina school, and all of the children in three eighth-grade classrooms of a junior high school in the same district as the elementary school served as subjects in this study, following the receipt of written parental permission. Approximately 20% of the sample were black, and 49% were male. In all, 311 children, that is, 94 third graders (mean age = 8.9 years), 112 fifth graders (mean age =11.0 years), and 105 eighth graders (mean age = 14.0 years), served as subjects, both as nominators and as nominees.
Procedure. Subjects were escorted individually or in small groups to a private research trailer located outside of their school and were told of the strict confidentiality of their responses to an interview. In the interview, each child was asked to name, from the gradelevel roster placed in front of them, three classmates whom he or she liked most and then three whom he or she liked least. Following this, each child was asked to name three children who best fit each of 24 standardized behavioral descriptions. The labels for each of these descriptions are listed in Table I. 3 At the end of the interview, each child was reminded of the confidentiality of the responses and was asked not to discuss the interview with peers. According to teacher reports, this request appeared to be honored.
Approximately 12 weeks after the first interview (which had taken place in January of the school year), all children were administered the same interview again to establish the reliability of nomination scores. The data from the first interview were analyzed for this study.
Results and Discussion
The total number of nominations received by each child on each of the 26 questions (liked most, liked least, and 24 behavioral descriptions) were calculated and were transformed into standardized scores within each grade level. The 12-week test-retest reliabilities of these scores were calculated by Pearson product-moment correlations, and ranged from .46 to .88, with a median correlation of .65. The reliabilities for like most and like least scores were each .65. These reliabilities are similar to those reported by Roff et al. (1972) . Also, the reliabilities were similar across the three grade levels.
To assess the correlates of the like most and the like least scores, each of the 24 behavioral description variables was correlated to these two scores. These correlations are listed in Table 1 . As can be seen in the table, the major correlates of the like most score include the descriptions "supports peers," "attractive physically," "cooperates with peers," and "leads peers." The major correlates of the like least score include the descriptions "disrupts the group," "aggresses indirectly," "starts fights," "gets into trouble with teacher," and "acts snobbish." These correlations were repeated within each grade level and were found to reveal similar, almost identical, patterns at each grade level. The only differences in patterns were that the correlation coefficients were lower, generally, at the eighth grade than at the third and fifth grades. For example, the correlations of "disrupts the group" and "acts snobbish" with the like least score decreased significantly as children got older (ps < .01, by > Z scores). Overall, children seemed to have clearer ideas about the correlates of rejection than of acceptance. Two new sociometric variables, social preference and social impact, were derived from the like most (LM) and like least (LL) scores. As suggested by Peery (1979) , social preference was calculated by the formula LM -LL. Social impact was calculated by the formula LM + LL. The two scores derived by these formulas were then used as criterion variables in several sets of multiple regression analyses, with the behavioral description scores as predictor variables. To assess the predictions of social preference and of social impact separately at each of three grade levels, six series of stepwise multiple regression analyses were performed. In the stepwise analyses, a predictor variable had to Increase the variance explained b"y~at least 3% (calculated as squared multiple corjglation change) and had to contribute sigm ficantly to the prediction of "the criterion' variable (at p < .01) to be reported as a significant predictor variable.
The multiple regression analyses predicting social preference for the three grade levels are summarized in Table 2 . The proportions of variance accounted for by the descriptive items at a .01 level of significance were high for all grade levels. The major predictors of high social preference were similar across all three grade levels. 4 The items "supports peers" and "attractive physically" were highly positive predictors of social preference. The negative correlates of social preference were similar for third and fifth graders but were somewhat different for the eighth graders. For the latter group, low social preference was less characterized by overt, active misconduct (disruptive) and unattractiveness and more closely linked to not fitting in with peers (not accepted). More of the variance in social preference was predicted by fewer variables at Grade 3 than at Grades 5 or 8. Given that the reliabilities of these variables were similar across grade levels, it is reasonable to conclude that the older children were more differentiated and less stereotyped in their perceptions of the correlates of social preference.
The fact that perceived physical attractiveness or unattractiveness is related to social preference has been well documented among preschoolers (Dion & Berschied, 1974) and among elementary-school-age and early adolescent males (Kleck et al., 1974; Langlois & Stephen, 1977) . Although the latter studies suggested that perceived attractiveness predisposes people to prefer more attractive peers, we were interested in knowing whether the physical attractiveness items carried predictive power that would not be carried by items describing behavior rather than attributes. To this end we reran the multiple regressions with the two physical attractiveness items deleted from the set of predictors. The proportion of variance in . social preference accounted for by behavioral items was not different from that shown in Table 2 except for the fifth-grade regression in which the squared multiple correlation dropped to .62. The regression analyses predicting social impact are described in Table 3 . The stepwise regression analyses yielded several predictor variables at each grade level. Both positive items (e.g., "supports peers") and negative items (e.g., "disrupts the group") contributed positively to social impact. Interestingly, the "picked-on" item was a significant predictor of social impact for the eighth grade but not for the other grades. As with social preference, more of the variance in social impact appeared to be predicted, by fewer variables at Grade 3 than at Grades 5 or 8.
The behaviors associated with high social impact included a combination of active, positive behaviors ("supports peers" and "leads peers") and salient, negative behaviors ("disrupts the group," "gets into trouble with teacher," and "starts fights"). This was true for all age groups. Because of the way social impact scores were computed, it was mathematically possible for popular, rejected, and controversial types of children" to have high social impact scores. Thereforeî t becomes necessary to discern whether this mixed pattern of positive and negative behaviors is actually perceived to be characteristic of that group of children we refer to as controversial (i.e., that subset of high-impact children who receive many social acceptance votes and many social rejection votes) or whether the results of the regression analyses simply reflect the mixed composition of the high-impact group. Since the number of controversial children was very small at any one grade level in this sample, it was not possible to resolve this question in the present study. The preceding analyses have been focused on the dimensions of social status-preference and impact-that can be derived from positive and negative sociometric choice measures. Instead of dimensions of status, one could think in terms of the types of status that particular children may hold within their peer groups. This latter orientation is more compatible with the kind of concern that has given rise to the recent resurgence of interest in sociometrics-the identification of specific children who are at risk for future problems and can be identified as such on the basis of the social status they have in their peer group. The question raised above regarding the mixed correlates of high social impact is also more effectively resolved by looking at the ways in which peers perceive groups of children who are identified by sociometric choice data as either popular, rejected, or controversial. This focus on types of social status marked the purpose of a second study. (See the General Discussion section for further discussion of the results of Experiment 1.)
Experiment 2
The design of the second experiment called for the identification of children who qualified as fitting extreme types of social status Within their peer group. These types of social status can be thought of in terms of sectors within the two-dimensional grid formed by the social preference and social impact variables. Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between the dimensions of social preference and social impact and the positive and negative sociometric measures from which the former are derived. It also illustrates the relationship between the dimensions of social preference and social impact and the five types of social status groups that were compared in the present study. An average status group was identified to provide a reference group with whom the more extreme groups could be compared.
Once these status types were identified, the different ways in which peers tended to view these types of children could be assessed and the possibility examined that peer perceptions of the children who fit these status types change with the age of the peer group. The instrument for obtaining behavioral descriptions from peers was altered for Experiment 2. The 24-item pool was reduced to 6 items on the basis of a hierarchical cluster analysis (Johnson, 1967) of the data from Experiment 1. These 6 behavioral description items (or, more precisely, the number of times a child was nominated for each item by his or her grade level school peers) constituted the dependent variables for Experiment 2. Since the basic question to be addressed in this study concerns potential differences (as perceived by peers) on behavior patterns among the five social status groups, the design for the data analysis called for a 5 (status group) X 2 (gender) X 2 (race) X 3 (grade level) multivariate analysis of variance, using a weighted least squares method because of unequal cell sizes (Speed, Hocking, & Hackney, 1978) . Planned contrasts between controversial and popular groups and between controversial and rejected groups were performed.
Method
Procedure. Over the 2 years following the data collection for Experiment 1, children entering the third, fifth, and eighth grades (N = 537) of the same schools sampled in Experiment 1 were administered a confidential sociometric interview in whieh they were asked to nominate three peers as liked most and three as liked least. Following these questions, the children were asked to nominate three peers who best fit each of the following six behavioral descriptions:
1. Cooperates. "Here is someone who is really good to have as part of your group, because this person is agreeable and cooperates-pitches in, shares, and gives everyone a turn." 2. Disrupts. "This person has a way of upsetting everything when he or she gets into a group-doesn't share and tries to get everyone to do things their way. At the end of the interview, children were reminded of the confidentiality of the interview data and were asked not to discuss the interview with peers.
The number of times a child was named by samegrade peers was calculated lor eacn child. These scores were "standardized by grade level, and these standard scores for each of the six behavior descriptions were used as the dependent variables in the multivariate and univariate analyses.
Status group selection. The data for the 311 subjects interviewed in Experiment 1 were combined with those data obtained from the 537 children interviewed for Experiment 2. Of this total of 848 children, 52% were male and 32% were black. The sample had a total of 213 third graders, 300 fifth graders, and 335 eighth graders.
The raw nominations for the liked most and liked least categories were tallied, standardized, and transformed into social preference and social impact scores, as was the case in Experiment 1. Social preference and social impact scores were standardized with grade level so that equivalent selection procedures were employed across grade level. These scores were then used to identify children for the five distinct social status groups according to the following criterion: (a) Thejaopular group consisted of all of those children who received a social preference score of greater than 1.0, a like most standardized score of greater than 0, and a like least standardized score of less than 0. (b) Thg rejected group consisted of all of those children who received a social preference score of less than -1.0, a like least standardized score of greater than 0, and a like most standardized score of less than 0. (c) The neglected group consisted of all of those children who received a social impact score of less than -1.0 and an absolute like most score of 0. The neglected children, therefore, had no one identifying them as among the three people they liked most. They differed from the rejected children in that I the rejected children received many nominations as liked n least, whereas the neglected children did not. (d) The controversial group consisted of those children who received a "social impact score of greater than 1.0 and who received like most and like least standardized scores that were each greater than 0. Thus, members of this controversial group were all above their class mean for both positive and negative sociometric nominations, (e) The average group consisted of all of those children who received a social preference score that was greater than -.5 and less than .5. Selection to a status group was made independently ofVchTia's sender and race! * By following the preceding selection procedures, 486 children were selected from the original pool of 848 children as fitting one of the five social status types. Since the criteria for group identification were followed strictly, the numbers selected to each status group varied. There were 104 in the popular group, 111 in the rejected group, 112 in the neglected group, 62 in the controversial group, and 77 in the average group.
Results
Gender effects. The number of boys and girls who were selected to each of the five sociometric status groups were tallied. Five chi-square tests were performed to examine whether boys and girls were differentially selected to the five status groups. One chisquare test was significant: boys (15.4% of total) were more likely to be selected to the rejected group than were girls (10.6%), X 2 (l) = 4.39, p < .05. This finding held at each grade level, and it joins a large body of data demonstrating that boys experience more overt difficulties in peer relations than do girls (e.g., Rutter, 1976) .
A significant multivariate main effect of gender was found for the pool of six behavioral descriptions, F(6, 422)= 15.81, p< .001, as were several significant univariate effects. Specifically, females received jmore, nominations than males for the items "co-ô perates," F(\, 427) = 16.76,p< .001, and ;' F(l, 427) = 15.82,p * .001, whereas males received more nominations than females for the items ^'fights" F(l, 427) = 57.75, p < .001, and '^seeks help." F(l, * 427) = 4.59, p < .04. No significant gender differences were found for the "disrupts" and "leader" descriptions. No significant interactions for gender and grade level were obtained.
Race effects. The racial identities of children in the five status groups were compiled, and five chi-square tests were performed to test the significance of the differences in racial composition for these groups. Proportionately fewer blacks (12.5%) were selected as popular than were whites (25.4%),y (1) = 10.41, p < .01; proportionately more blacks (18.4%) were selected as controversial than were whites (10.2%), X 2 (D = 6.31, p < .05. Although these effects are labeled here as race effects because race is the demographic factor involved in the analysis, these effects are more properly viewed as reflecting the impact of majority versus minority status in the population being surveyed. In this case black children were in the minority, and the results should be interpreted as telling us something about minority standing and peer status rather than about race per se.
There was a significant multivariate main effect for race, F(6, 422) = 7.65, p < .001, along with four significant univariate effects for race. Blacks received more nominations for the "disrupts" item, F(l, 427) = 26.53, /><.001; for "fights," F(l, 427) = 27.83, p < .001; and for "seeks help," F(l, 427) = 6.54, p < .01. Black children received fewer nominations for the "cooperates" item, F(l, 427) = 15.18, p < .001. There were no significant race effects for the "shy" and "leader" items. The fact that fewer blacks qualified for the popular group serves to account for much of these racial differences. That fewer blacks were popular is likely a consequence of the relative numbers of blacks and whites in this school population and the tendency, as Singleton and Asher (1979) noted, for there not to be much crossrace "best-friend" nominating on sociometric surveys of the sort used here.
Status group effects. A significant multivariate main effect for social status group was found, F(24, 1682) = 25.78, p < .001.
All six univariate effects for status were also significant. The status group means for the six behavioral descriptions are displayed in Table 4 , along with the F values for the main effects. Since we were interested primarily in the contrasts between the popular and controversial groups, and between the controversial and rejected groups, planned contrasts of these differences were also analyzed. The F values for these analyses are also found in Table 4 .
The most meaningful way to describe the differences among status groups is to construct profiles of each group. The popular children were viewed by peers in obviouslyl prosocial terms. They received high scores) for the "cooperates" and "leader" descrip-\ tions and low scores for the "disrupts,"/ "fights," and "seeks help" descriptions. The* .rejected children displayed an opposite profile. They received low scores for the two, prosocial items ("cooperates" and "leader"), and high scores for the three negatively valenced descriptions ("disrupts the group," "fights," and "seeks help"). These two groups did not differ from each other in scores for the "shy" description.
The ^controversia^children are best seen in contrast to the popular and rejected children and displayed a profile that combined features of these two groups. The controversial children were similar to the rejected children in being perceived as djsruptivg and starting fights. They were also frequently nominated for "seeks help." This latter item was highly correlated with an item in the original set describing children who were slow to learn. On the other hand, they were perceived, as were the popular children, as bejng leaders in the peer group. They were not perceived as being cooperative in the way that popular children were viewed by peers, but neither were they viewed as lacking seriously in this behavior, as were the rejected children. Rather, they were perceived as similar to average children in this regard. Finally, the fact that the controversial children were the only group significantly below the mean on the shyness item supports the view of them as visible, active, and assertive children. Sometimes this activity takes the form of leadership and sometimes it puts them in demand as leaders. This group we refer to as controversial children has been identified previously by Roff et al. (1972) , although their analyses were not systematic. Their anecdotal follow-up data indicated that among populations of lower socioeconomic status, these children are likely to become juvenile delinquents. They suggested that their leadership qualities establish them as dominant figures in delinquent peer groups. The pattern of results found in this study is not incongruent with the picture provided by Roff et al.
Status group interaction effects. Three significant multivariate interaction effects were found, all involving the status group variable. First, a significant multivariate interaction between status and gender was found, F(24, 1682) = 3.09, p < .001. Three significant univariate interactions involving the descriptive items were also found. These included "cooperates," F(4,427) = 2.60,p < .04; "fights," F(4, 427) = 11.65, p < .001; and "seeks help," F(4, 427) = 2.49, p < .05. None of these effects altered the main effects of status and gender described earlier; that is, the differences among status groups were constant for each gender, and the differences between genders were constant for each status group. The interactions only reflected differences in the magnitude of effects. For the "cooperates" item, female scores had a greater range (i.e., the difference between the highest and lowest group mean) among the status group means (2.16) than did the male scores (1.53). Thus there was greater differentiation among female status groups for this item than for male subgroups. The opposite pattern held true for two items on which males had higher scores-"fights" and "seeks help." The ranges in male scores were 2.37 and 1.36, respectively for these last two items, whereas for the female groups the ranges were .74 and .81.
A significant multivariate interaction effect was obtained between status and race, F(24, 1682) = 2.48, p < .001. There were three significant univariate interactions for status and race. One was for "disrupts," F(4, 427) = 6.25, p < .001, and another was for "fights," F(4, 427) = 6.27, p<.001. For both of these effects the pattern of means did not alter the main effects for race or status group, but both effects were due to differences in range. Because the black controversial group had more extremely high scores for these two items than the white controversials, the overall range for these items was greater for the black status group. r The third univariate effect was for the "leader" item, F(4, 427) = 4.74, p < .001. The pattern of means reflects the fact that popular white children were viewed as leaders (M = 1.05), but popular black children were not (M = .08); they were viewed as average in this regard. Only controversial black children were seen as leaders (M = .85), on a par with controversial (M = .97) and popular white children.
The third significant multivariate interaction effect was that of Status X Grade Level, F(48, 2223) = 1.69, p < .003. (Since the behavioral items were standardized within grade level, obviously no main effects for grade level could result.) Although none of the univariate interactions of Status X Grade were significant, five of the six effects approached significance. Analyses of the status group means for each behavioral description at each grade level revealed that none of the main effects of status reported earlier was altered by these interactions. Indeed, the profiles described earlier were identical across grade levels. As was the case for the Status X Gender interactions, these interactions only reflected differences in the magnitudes of effects. It is the decrease in the magnitude of status group differences from grades 3 and 5 to grade 8 that explains the interaction effects.~^
General Discussion
The data from the two studies underline the importance of using both positive and negative sociometric choice questions to obtain a more differentiated picture of both the dimensions of social status among children's peer groups and the types of status that can be found among these groups. Although Asher and Hymel (1981) noted some of the hazards of using negative choice questions, and we agree that they must be used cautiously and carefully, there is much that cannot be learned about snqa| relations amonĝ children without introducing the negative choice issue. nre~preceding data provide a child's-eye view of the basis for social status. Since it is the peer group with whom the child largely must relate, the peer group's perception of the behaviors associated with different kinds of social status is informative even though that data may involve a confounding of the causal relationships between actual behavior and social choice. Certainly peers have access to a wider sample of social interactions and a wider range of interaction settings than do adult observers.
The kinds of behavior associated with the positive end of the social preference dimension are similar to those described in other studies of children of these ages, studies that employed the "Guess Who?" or "Class Play" technique (e.g., Tuddenham, 1951, with elementary school children and Elkins, 1958 , with eighth graders.) There were no real age differences found for these patterns There were, however, some age-related changes in .the behaviors associated with negative social preference. In Experiment 1 we found the younger children had a simple and undifferentiated picture of unpopular children compared to the eighth-grade children. For the younger children there was essentially one reason for rejecting another child; for older children there could be several different reasons. At all ages, indirect aggression was associated with low preference, but there was less emphasis on active misconduct among the junior high school group. Whether this is because the process of social 'perception is more global and simplistic among the younger .children or because there are more varied patterns of behavior tied to unpopularity among the older group cannot be determined from the present data. Similar age shifts in the nature of peer descriptions of low social status children have been found (Coie & Pennington, 1976) , although the fact that fewer predicters accounted for more variance in the criterion variable for both the social preference and social impact regressions for the younger groups does support the hypothesis that social perception is more global among the younger children.
Experiment 2 was undertaken to obtain a better picture of the controversial status group as well as to resolve questions about the basis for the mixed collection of behaviors connected with high social impact scores. As it turns out, the mixed description generally applies to the controversial group with the exception of the one prosocial behavior-cooperation-which was highly correlated with the "supportive" item that emerged in the regression analyses. Thus, it is likely that the high social impact scores of very popular white children accounted for the high loading of this prosocial item on the social impact dimension because controversial children were not perceived to be above average on exhibiting this behavior. The status group analyses of Experiment 2 also shed more light on the neglectedgroup (but only a little light) than did Experiment 1, since no behavioral items had significant negative loadî hgs on social impact, except for the mar-ĝ maTreiationship of shyness in the eighthgrade results. It is clear from Table 4 that the neglected group is truly the polar opposite of the controversial group, since on all but the "cooperates" item they were at opposite ends of the distributions for the group means. They are a low visibility group. For this reason it may have been difficult even for their peers to reach a consensus about naming them as shy.
The controversial children are an interesting group to consider and one with whom other children seem to have to reckon. They do not show up in large numbers and for this reason may have been overlooked, except for the very large-scale sociometric study of Roff et al. (1972) . The peer descriptions connected with the controversial group are compatible with the anecdotal picture provided by Roff et al., particularly for the lower SES controversial children of our sample. The peer description of the controversial children is a blend of the description provided for the popular and rejected children. Controversial children appear to engage in the actively antisocial behavior associated with extremely rejected children, and they tend to seek help with their school work. (Although /the item, "seeks help." does not specify that / it is school help they seek, the item is highly I correlated with the item "slow to learn in L^ school-" 1 On the other hand, controversial children are viewed as leaders in the peer group, and in this way they are like the popular group (or at least the white popular group). They are not viewed as shy. They are viewed as neither highly cooperative nor as uncooperative. One might speculate that controversial children possess more positive social skills than they are described as having, simply because it must be hard for peers to describe them as good to have in a group when they also tend to see them as disruptive and aggressive. That they give rise to considerable affective ambivalence may not be just a matter of mixed opinion among peer group members but of mixed feelings within individual group members as well. Roff et al. compiled case studies on children who received large ^numbers of both positive and negative sociometric mentions in an extensive survey of sociometric status among preadolescents in Texas and Minnesota. They described males from lower SES backgrounds who were not coldly hostile and antagonistic toward peers but who did appear to be at risk for juvenile delinquency. Our speculations regarding the peer descriptions of these children suggest the importance of more objective observer assessments of the'social behavior of controversial' children, as well as the compiling of longitudinal evidence on both the continuity of social status for these children and their potential involvement in serious antisocial activity. The rejected group with whom they apparently shared many antisocial tendencies has already been identified as a risk group for long-term problems. It would be interesting to know whether the leadership capacities wiih which tfte controversial are M credited is a mitigating factor with respect 11 to their risk potential.
The Race X Status Group interaction for the leader item gives rise to some speculations about what it means to be a popular or a controversial child. In the group studied here, the black children found themselves in the racial minority. (In this community it had only been a matter of some half-dozen years that this school had been racially integrated.) One possible consequence of this minority situation is that black children who are assertive and who otherwise possess the attributes of popular children may generate resentment among majority children when they attempt to dominate situations and thus get into conflict. In an all-black peer group they might simply become popular children, but in the mixed situation they become conv^ troversial and take on some of the perceived characteristics of unpopular children. A second possibility is that children who normally become popular with peers do so by first sizing up social situations and then taking roles in those situations that are nonthreatening to the larger group. As they acquire popular status, they also acquire the freedom to be more assertive and less uniformly prosocial. Hollander (1958) referred to such a process as the acquisition of idiosyncracy credit. Minority children who are popular in mixed racial groups either may not acquire such credit as quickly as majority children or may be more hesitant to test such a possibility and thus take less active leadership roles than they otherwise might. Or it may be that they do behave as leaders in some ways but are not perceived as such by the larger group.
The method of defining independent dimensions of social preference and social impact and selecting types of social status groups on the basis of these dimensions offers a means of identifying groups, such as the controversial and neglected children, who might otherwise be confused with children whose behavior patterns and social relations are quite different. Our data seem to suggest distinctive patterns of behavior for the four extreme status groups we identified-patterns that were quite similar at all three age groups investigated. Given the renewed interest in using social status as a predictor variable for long-term problems of adjustment and as a basis for identifying children for preventive intervention (Furman, Rahe, & Hartup, 1979; Gottman, Gonso, & Schuler, 1976; Ladd, 1981; Oden & Asher, 1977) , these distinctions in types of social adjustment take on a special importance.
